Abstract
INTRODUCTION
A recurring question about the IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON ENGINEERING MANAGEMENT is: "Why can't we get more papers from practitioners?" In fact, the Editor of this TRANS ACTIONS raised the question (again) in the May 1980 issue [ 1 ] . Therein it is stated that "the problem, of course, is that... [engineering managers] ...do not have the time or the incentive to publish technical articles in professional society journals [ 1 ] . But such a statement is "hard to swallow, without some evidence being presented for the validity of the statement" [ 1 ] . So the question remains unanswered.
A major difficulty, it is said, is that many practitioner papers "are not based on systematic research of the kind done in universities-with theory, sophisticated data collection meth odology, and statistical analysis playing important roles" [1] . But, as will become clear later, there may be some difficulties in filling the prescription for university research.
The issue-the mix of papers from academic researchers and practitioners-has been raised, and it merits attention by in terested members of the IEEE Engineering Management Soci ety. It is hoped that this TRANSACTIONS study reported here will be of some use in considering matters pertaining to sources of papers.
THEORY
The first ingredient given in the university research recipe is "theory." Actually no theory is presented here-indeed, none is needed. No useful purpose would be served by repeating or citing any of the scholarly researches on managerial be- havior, time usage, or motivation. Instead of theory, the fol lowing proposition is offered: Proposition-There is a negative relationship between the number of practitioner papers published in this TRANS ACTIONS and the number of academics on the Editorial Board.
The validity of this proposition was tested by statistical analysis of this TRANSACTIONS for the past 5 years (May 1975 through May 1980, η = 21).
DATA COLLECTION
As in the case of theory, there is no need for the second ingredient of an academic research paper: "sophisticated data collection methodology." All the data collected (Table I) 
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS
The data in Table I were subjected to a small variety of statistical analyses-nothing more complicated than what can be performed with a pocket calculator. The bottom four rows of Table I give, for each column of data, three measures of central tendency (mean, median, mode) and one measure of dispersion (standard deviation). The six columns of statistics on Editorial Board membership, source of papers, and authors were analyzed by computing the Pearson product moment correlation coefficients given in Table II 
RESULTS

For the 21 issues of this TRANSACTIONS examined the Editor and Associate Editor statuses are constant at one and two academics, respectively, to no practitioner(s).
Academics on the Editorial Board show a monotonie in crease from 9 to 12 (mean = 10.8), while practitioners number either 5 or 6 (mean =5.5). Thus on the average, there are just about two (actually 1.96) academics per practitioner on the Board.
Each TRANSACTIONS issue includes from 1 to 5 academic papers (mean = 3.0) and from zero to 3 practitioner papers (mean = 1.0). Thus on the average, academic and practitioner papers are in the ratio of 3.0 to 1. It is to be further noted that for the number of practitioner papers the mode is 0, whereas the mean and median are both 1. This contrasts with all other items in Table I for Of the 15 calculated correlation coefficients (Table II) , four are statistically significant at the 0.05 confidence level. The negative correlation (-0.49) between academics on the Board and practitioner papers was tested further. Th.3 mode of zero for practitioner papers per issue indicates a dichotomous measure, i.e., paper(s) or no paper. Thus the point biserial correlation coefficient is appropriate; calculation gives r = -0.47, significant at the 0.05 level. As a further test of this relationship, a regression analysis was made; the regression line has a slope of -0.44 with axis intercepts at 5.8 practitioner papers and at 13.1 academic Board members (Fig. 1) .
DISCUSSION OF RESULTS
There is a strong positive correlation between number of papers and authors, either academic or practitioner. This seems natural and, hence, not a surprising result. Also not surprising is the moderate positive correlation between academics and practitioners on the Editorial Board, r -0.49. This indicates, for example, that an increase in the number of practitioners on the Board is likely to be accompanied or closely followed by an increase in the number of academics. That this is, in fact, true can be seen by scanning the two columns of data on Board membership in Table I . And, of course, the Proposition offered previously is proved valid: two different correlation coefficients, and regression analysis, all indicate a statistically significant nega tive relationship between practitioner papers published and academics on the Editorial Board. Proving the Proposition, however, does not permit one to conclude that because of the preponderance of academics on the Board, there are so few practitioner papers. Similarly, the regression analysis does not permit one to say that adding the thirteenth academic to the Board would result in zero practitioner papers, or that re moving all academics would produce 5.8 practitioner papers in the average issues. It is still true that statistical correlation does not constitute causation. So, as usual, doing "systematic research of the kind done in universities" has led to no conclu sion.
If the IEEE Engineering Management Society asks the ques tion: "Why can't we get more papers from practitioners?" it deserves an answer. And getting an answer will take thought and analysis beyond what has been rev*
